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“Lord, my God, could you make yourself an ac- 
complice of an iniquitous Tribunal, practicing 
injustice under the shelter of the law?” 


— (The Holy Bible, Ps. 93:20) 
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COMMUNE SLAVE PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN 


CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT © 


_ ./ADVOCATES' WITH 


POLICE POWERS 


(The following are excerpts from a very 
exceptional article by Mary M. Davison, Editor 
of Council for Statehood, P.O. Box 5435, Light- 
house Point, Florida, 33064. A token donation 
to Council for Statehood will bring you a 
packet of dynamic information on the United 
Nations and other subjects we cannot cover 
in Common Sense.) 





By MARY M. DAVISON 


The United Nations plan for world gov- 
ernment has been advancing very rapidly 
in the past few months. The Rights of 
Women, propagandized by the United Na- 
tions for twenty years, has been recognized 
by the Congress and these so-called rights 
have been established by law. 


Taxed to Enslave Your Children 

The next thing on the agenda is Rights 
of Children, and among those rights which 
a child may assert against his parents is the 
right to be raised in a commune. The most 
fantastic program ever offered to Congress 
was adopted within the O.E.O. appropria- 
tion, and calls for two billion dollars a year, 
including $700,000.00 to get the CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT program moving. 


Will Your Child Be Whse. Merchandise? 

The thing is so fantastic that Dr. Edward 
Ziegler, head of the office of Child Develop- 
ment of H.E.W., spoke out against this pro- 
gram, of which he would be in charge, 
saying: “I am very apprehensive that this 
nation may set up a network of warehouses 
for children.” As reported in the Congres- 
sional Record for Sept. 9, 1971 (S-14011), 
Dr. Ziegler went on to say that instead of 
supplementing the family, he fears that the 
day care center might supplant the family 
and thus revolutionize family attitudes. He 
stated: “People don’t recognize the monu- 
mental nature of this legislation and what 
effect it could have on the country in 
twenty years.” 

Home — No Longer Man’s Castle 

The program calls for the establishment 
of so-called day care centers in every sec- 
tion of every city and town in the country, 
and an invading army of American-style 
OGPU, who will be authorized, and in fact 
required, to go into every home in their 


respective districts to instruct the parents- 


gn food to be provided for the children, 


You Dop'r HAVE to Gò To 
KVUSS!A TO SEE THE 
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“Give us a child for eight years, and it will 
be a Bolshevik forever.’ — NIKOLAI LENIN 


House Conference on Children for the 
‘nuclear family” are: 

“a__Commune family, monogamous 
Household of more than one monogamous 
couple with children sharing common fa- 
cilities, resources and experiences: Socializa- 
tion of the children is a group activity. 

b—Commune family, group marriage — 
Household of adults and offspring known as 
one family where all individuals are mar- 
ried to each other and all are parents to the 
children. Usually developing a status sys- 
tem with leaders believed to have charisma. 

c—Unmarried-parent-and-child family — 
Usually mother and child where marriage 
is not desired or possible. 

d—Unmarried-couple-and-child family — 
Usually a common-law type of marriage with 
the child their biological issue or informally 
adopted. 

e—Homosexual-couple-and-child family— 
The child is informally or legally adopted.” 

What Is Child Advocate? 

In a forum chaired by Judge Delaney of 
the Colorado Juvenile and Family Court, 
these data were provided regarding the 
“child advocate.” First, the child advocate 

(Continued on Page 4, Column 1) 
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Senate Bill S-2007, containing the con- 
troversial Child Development Act, passed 
both Houses of Congress but failed to 
become law because of the President’s 


'WE ARE VOTING 
ON A GENERATION’ 


By CONG. JOHN G. SCHMITZ 


Statement by Congressman Schmitz 

_ te the House of Representatives urging 

defeat of the Conference Report on 

8.2007, the bill including the Compre- 
hensive Child Development Act: 


Mr. Speaker, the “comprehensive child 
development” portion of the bill brought to 
us from conference committee today furn- 
ishes a striking example of how all too often 
we make law in this body without consult- 
ing or adequately informing the solid, hard- 
working, productive citizens whom most of 
us claim to represent and who, far more 
tham anyone else, pay the taxes that keep 
our whole topheavy Washington wonder- 
land going. We could hardly get much 
closer to the most intimate, personal, daily 
lives of these constituents of ours than by 
setting up a massive Federal program to 
take charge of “developing”. their children 
who are still too young to go to school. 
Here is legislation potentially affecting 
every family in the country which has, or 
expects or hopes to have, a child in it under 
six years of age. Yet outside the profession- 
al pressure groups and the gaggle of “wom- 
en’s lib” and “social reform” activists who 
have pushed it so hard and so fast, you will 
find very few Americans aware of this bill 
at all — and of those who have become 
aware of it since we began so precipitously 
to act on it, many are fundamentally and 
vehemently opposed. 

We passed the Comprehensive Child De- 
velopment Act September 30 by the extra- 
ordinary device of adding it as an amend- 
ment to the Economic Opportunity Act ex- 
tension, despite the fact that its advocates 
have been the first to point out that it is 
NOT to be regarded as a welfare or a relief 
measure, but as establishing a program for 
services available to the entire population. 
Since September 30, I have received numer- 
ous inquiries about this Act from my Dis- 
trict and from all over the country. Most 
of you have probably received them too. 
The most frequent request has been simply 
for a copy of the bill. Surely this should be 
the very least our constituents have the 
right to expect from us — that we be able 
to supply them with a copy of legislation 
telling how we intend to develop their chil- 





